2599 Le Conte Ave. 
Berkeley, CA 9^709 
(i4l5) 81 * 5-^669 
December 1^, 1975 

Dave Marston 

c/o Sen. Richard Schweiker 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, D.C. 20510 
Dear Dave, 

Here is the material on DeBrueys which I promised you. As you can see, 
this project has gotten a hit out of hand. I hope that my organization of 
the large number of questions will allow you to make some use of all this 
material, including the attached documents. I have tried to put the most 
important questions in parts (A) through (D), but I think that many of the 
other questions are important too. 

Part of the difficultly in preparing a short list of questions comes 
from the fact that I consider the FBI*s handling of the Oswald case to be 
very important, as you know, and most of the peculiarities center on Oswald’s 
activities in New Orleans. DeBrueys and Kaack, the two New Orleans agents 
who were apparently responsible for the Oswald case, did not testify before 
the Warren Commission at all.. All we have to go on is a large number of 
tantalizing leads in the documents, and the testimony of SA Quigley, who 
interviewed Oswald after his arrest. I’m confident that DeBrueys and Kaack 
know some important things about Oswald, but I don’t think I could predict 
what line of questioning would bring it out. At some point, they both should 
undergo questioning at least as extensive as what Hosty and Quigley got from 
the Commission. I doubt that you are in a position to get into that kind of 
detail now, of course. ' 

Five different people, most of whom had only casual knowledge of the 
case, commented to me spontaneously that DeBrueys’ remarks on the CBS program 
did not sound convincing. I can’t confirm that impression myself, since I 
was concentrating on the substance of his remarks. But this does suggest 
that* he should be questioned carefully. 

In preparing these questions, I have assumed that DeBrueys will answer 
specific questions, but will not volunteer anything. I’m sure that he won’t 
remember many of the issues involved. Where possible, relevant FBI documents 
should then be obtained eind reviewed. Since DeBrueys is still with the FBI, 
he might be unwilling to offer opinions, but they would be valuable. (As 
I discussed in my manuscript, the Commission had a very difficult time getting 
FBI agents to discuss the opinions they must have held. ) 

As you can see, I have included a number of detailed questions designed 
to get DeBrueys to explain some relevant details before you tell him what you 
are getting at. Also, some of the questions in the last section are just 
hunches; perhaps you will be reluctant to get into a fishing expedition. 

However, that might prove extremely valuable. 

Your office originally asked for 10 or 15 questions. Here is a summary 
of the questions I consider most important: 

(5) Explain your statement to CBS that you did not have Oswald as the 
subject of an investigation, since he was the only member of the FPCC in 
New Orleans. 

(13-1^) Explain why Oswald’s literature distribution of August l6, 1963 
is discussed in your report with no source indicated. 

(2l) Why did you not submit an affidavit that Oswald was not your informant? 
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(26) Have you ever suspected that Oswald was an informant for any 
Federal, local, or private intelligence agency, including Guy Banister? 

( 33 ) Why does your report of 10/25/63 not mention Oswald’s use of 
the address 5^^ Camp Street? 

(35-6) Why does your post-assassination report (CD 75) iio’t mention 
Oswald’s use of that address, and why does it disguise the fact that Guy 
Banister’s office was in that building? 

( 37 ) What ongoing relationship was there between Banister and the FBI? 

{kh) Please explain your apparent efforts to discredit Orest Pena in 
connection with his testimony before the Warren Commission. 

(53) Why is Oswald’s letter of June 10, I 963 to the Worker, which 
prompted the New Orleans FBI investigation of Oswald, not mentioned in 
your report? 

( 55 ) Do you know why Oswald allegedly asked to see an FBI agent after 
his arrest on August 9? 

(68) Why is the disc recording of Oswald’s radio appearance which was 
obtained the next day not mentioned in any pre-assassination report or in 
the early reports to the Warren Commission? 

( 75 - 80 ) Why is Oswald’s intercepted letter to the FPCC not mentioned 
in any known pre-assassination report, and why was it apparently not followed 
up as a lead to an FPCC office in New Orleans? 

(8U) Why did the FBI give Carlos Quiroga the cold shoulder when he 
reported Oswald’s activities? 

( 89 ) Why does the record suggest that Headquarters was not promptly 
informed of, or interested in, some of Oswald’s FPCC activities? 

( 9 I 4 ) Why did you not participate in the questioning of Oswald after 
the assassination, since you were so familiar with his case? 

’ ( 119 ) Do you have any reason to suspect that any of Oswald’s political 
activities were related to’ COINTELPRO or were otherwise not the actions of 
an authentic leftist? 



Sincerely, 

Pa\il L. Hoch 

P.S.: I am also enclosing a short unpublished piece on Oswald and the FBI 

written by a friend of mine. I would appreciate a card or phone call from 
you to let me know that this memo has reached you. Of course, I would be 
glad to try to clarify any of the questions which are unclear. 



